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REMARKS 

The version of the claims just pf .or to she instant amendment is the version that resulted 
after entry of the Exat ied« > dment < Hod June 17 2010, 

Applicants thank the Examiner for his cooperation in moving this case toward allowance, 
notice of which was also mailed on June 17, 2010, However, on further review of this case, 
Applicants believe that the Examiner's amendment has introduced an error into the claims that 
needs to be corrected. 

Specifically, the Examiner objected to the word "its", in the last line of claim 1 and the last 
line of claim 4, as indefinite, To make the claim definite, the Examiner proposed to change its" to 
"sasd core network", and Applicants' attorney agreed. 

On review, however, it has become clear that "W was not meant to refer to the core 
network, but rather was meant to refer to each terminal . 

This is seen from the last four paragraphs of the specification, which read as follows, with 
emphasis added: 

The technique described above for including, a core network identifier field ;n the 

t j< ij r , • ,< , - < - <> < m i -I I n I 

network aronitectuu 3 o* r o , i >*}< ' - ' K 

i works Thus a mobile terminal in 
the location area LAI can use the first bit of the location area identifier to 
distinguish between the two core networks 214 and 514, and read the broadcast 
, . , ,i j ih i 1 - <■><- k ,-wth -vi n A n fecustered 

More general %\ ^ t ^i<hr i h » > s e-esrcm< t 

I At :>y ra mh m < u"- s > >r n tw< - unn ni-$ h00 th~< BSS 600 

,\ oi ward the request to one of the two core networks 21 4 and 51 4. 

In acknowledging the random access request the appropriate core network will 
provide the mobile term in-- mil ■ tdentift® io u ai! future packet 

transmissions. This Identifier Is then included in ail packet transmissions by 
the mobile terminal, and used by the BSS 500 to direct the packet transmission 
to the appropriate core network. 

The network architecture of Figure 5 may be combined with the network architecture 
of Figure 3, such thai each of the 2G and 3G core networks may be provided with 
pi f etworks for spreading tne load 

Reference is made m . •< ■ h h o pi -age in the above-cited portion of the 
Specification which says "T derarfier then 1 ' Hn all packet transmissions 
by the mobile terminal, end used by the BSS 500 to direct the packet transmission to 
the appropriate core network" It will be seen that this passage corresponds to the 
cl 15 i n 1 as currently amenccJ erru ^ j g and 

wherein each terminal distinguishes the core network to which said terminal is 
switched by receiving a location area Identifier that includes a core network 
identifier field and including the core network identifier in said terminal's 
packet transmissions"'. 
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smendrm ded * rrecily conform th imeci < 

when is described in the Specification, as explained above. 

No additional search or examination is needed because the subject matter of the claims 
m ti n s i in pi o i o m lu i t 

resous ea atii in a met siteeture n v^hith at Last Lvo iort n< 

have the same functionality, there is a common location area connected by the radio access 
i i t the radio access \ -^ket 

transmissions from each terminal in the common location area to one of the core networks 
dependent on the capacity of the core networks, and each terminal distinguishes the core 
network to which said terminal is switched at least in pari by receiving a location area identifier 
•hat includes a core network identifier field. The further limitation that each terminal further 
distinguishes the core network to which said terminal is switched by "Including the core network 
identifier in said terminal's pocket transmissions'* is too fine a detail to trigger a new search. 
Indeed, such a possibility would not have bono excluded by the search that was in fact 
conducted. 

The claims are patentable for the reasons previously advanced. Applicants advanced 
certain arguments regarding the ''core network < to tifier" to dfst ; tmed invention over 

the cited art. Those arguments remain sound in vtew of the current amendments. 

The current amendments could not have beers presented earlier because they were 
made necessary by the proposed Examiner's amendment, error by Applicants' attorney in 
accepting the proposed Examiner's amendment, and Applicants' subsequent review of the 
amendment revealing the error. 

i i i ntry o* tho amendment to claims 1 and 4 

under 3? CFR 1.312. 
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